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Since 1920, when Ceneral John A Lejeune first brought
di stance learning (DL) to the Marine Corps, Marines have
enrolled in over 13,800,000 courses. His intent behind this
“experinment” was to: help educate Marines, to inprove them
professionally, and to assist in relieving the boredom of post-
Wrld War | activities. Distance |earning has cone a | ong way
since then. Now video teleconferencing and interactive
mul ti media instruction (I M) suppl enments paper-based course
t hrough el ectronic instruction. Under the Training and
Educati on Command (TECOM), there are two main organizations that
manage DL for the Marine Corps: the Marine Corps Institute (M)
and the Col |l ege of Continuing Education (CCE), which was forned
in 1997 and subsequently nerged with another unit from TECOM
As budget and training time constraints increase, the inportance
of Marines using DL to train has increased as well. This has
caused sone grow ng pai ns between the two organi zati ons,
subsequent|ly changing the focus fromthe Marine to “Wich nedia
is best?” and “Who’s in charge?” The Marine Corps can renedy
t he disjointed command structure, poor unity of effort and a
| ack of coordination that adversely affects students by unifying

MCI and CCE under one command.

!GS-15 Terry M Franus, Executive Director Marine Corps Institute, Washington,
DC, e-mail interview by author, 21 Novenber 2005.



Two Units, One Mission

The m ssion statenent of the two units is practically the
sanme, which contributes to the disjointed command structure
problem MCl’'s current mssion statenent is to “facilitate the
trai ning and education of individual Marines anywhere, anytine.”?
MCI focuses mainly on researching, witing, and distributing
traditi onal paper-based “red-book” courses that develop mlitary
occupational specialty (MOS) skills, non-Mrine specific courses
such as Personal Financial Management and Spelling, and job-aids
i ncl udi ng the Fire Support Handbook and Pastry Baking.® CCE s
m ssion statement is to “Design, Devel op, Deliver, Evaluate and
Manage Di stance Learning Products and Prograns....”* CCE
mai ntai ns the Mari ne Corps’ MarineNet, which delivers web-based
courseware, and supervises the Professional MIlitary Education
(PVE) Sem nar Program Some web-based CCE specific courses

i ncl ude: Fire Support Coordination and Cultural Awareness and

Terrorism.

Gearhard, @enn LtCol. “Mssion Statenent.” URL:

https://ww. nti.usnc. m|/aboutnti/, accessed 17 Novenber 2005.

*U.S. Marine Corps, Marine Corps Institute, Annual Course Listing 2005 (Marine
Barracks Washi ngton, DC. Departnent of the Navy, April 2005), 156 Cited
hereafter as MClI Annual Course Listing 2005.

“U.S. Marine Corps, College of Continuing Education, General Information and
Programs, http://www.tecomusnc.ml/cce/nc_general info.asp, accessed 20
Novenber 2005.




Command Structure and Lack of Unity of Effort

The command structure supporting distance-learning units is
unusual . The primary command tasked with the overall cogni zance
is TECOM Fromthere, a disjointed “split” occurs. CCE falls
under the Marine Corps University command. Ml is a different
beast altogether. MC falls under the comand of Marine
Barracks, Washington, DC. The Barracks COis also the Director
of MCI. The Director answers to the TECOM CO, but only for
matters pertaining to DL. M therefore is officially |listed as

»n5

having a “coordinating”> role in the overall DL m ssion. See the

figure bel ow

TECOM | MCI
Training Education | | e Coor di nati on
Command Command — Subordinate
CCE

This lack of a proper command structure can have only a
detrinental effect on the ability of two units to acconplish the

m ssion of providing DL courses to the Marine. Wth the

> U S. Mrine Corps, Training and Education Command, Organizational Chart,
http://ww.tecomusnt. mil/TECOVbr g. pdg, accessed 15 Decenber 2005




exception of the additional task that CCE has to nanage, the PME
sem nar program these two units do exactly the sane thing:
produce distance-learning courses. The only difference is the
medi a through which it is distributed. M. devel ops and wites
paper - based products, and CCE produces web- and CD based
products.

A crucial distinction nust be nade at this point. The two
commands are doing exactly the same thing, with al nost the exact
sane net hodol ogy. M. has over thirty staff non-conmm ssioned
officers froma variety of MOS s, who research and devel op the
various courses with the assistance of the MOS Centers of
Excell ence (COE). Instructional specialists assist the witers
by ensuring that the final product is educationally sound. CCE
has a simlar nodel, based on a single project officer, also
assisted by an instructional specialist. This team oversees a
contractor who devel ops a course, again with the assistance of
t he appropriate COE. \Wat does the production process above
have to do with a | ack of command structure? Again, the two
commands are doing exactly the same thing, in alnost the exact
sanme manner. Besides the disjointed command structure and the
nmet hodol ogy under which they produce a course, the primary
difference in the two organi zations is the thirty mles that

separates them (Quantico to Washi ngton, DC)



For years, the fact that two commands that were doing for
all intents and purposes the same thing, has led to a | ack of
coordination and a poor unity of effort. Courses would be
devel oped si nul taneously but w thout using simlar nethods,
structure, information, or grading nmethods. The left hand was
not aware of what the right hand was doing. One exanple of this
is the way in which each unit nunbers its courses. Ml uses a
4-digit nunbering systemindicating the MOS and the course
wi thin that MOS group. For exanple, 0813B is the Field
Artillery Survey course. MCl uses a letter to indicate the nost
current version. In the above case, this is the third version
(courses start out without letters indicated the first version,
so an “A’ version would be the second version, and so on). If a
course is available fromMI in different formats, each course
is given its own uni que designator. CCE, in contrast, nunbers
each course with four-digits and two-letters. The four digits
i ndi cate the specific course, and the two letters indicate
format and version. This difference becones a probl em when
attenpting to give credit for a course in the Marine Corps Total
Force System ( MCTFS). Part of this system handl es school codes
for resident schools as well as for DL courses. Currently, M
is the only DL unit that has direct access to MCTFS, although
CCE is slated to have access by April 2006. Another exanple is

in the grading and passing score of courses. For M, the



passi ng score for non-PME courses is sixty-five percent. This
is based on standards for the D stance Education and Trai ni ng
Center (DETC), which accredits MC and its courses, allow ng

many to be eligible for college credit. CCE on the other hand

mai ntai ns a passing score of seventy-five.

Lack of Coordination

Coordi nati on has inproved over the past couple of years
wi th the annual convening of the TECOM DL Traini ng and Educati on
Cour sewar e/ Product Sel ection Board.® This board was ordered by
the TECOM CG to deterni ne what products and courses were to be
devel oped for the next fiscal year. It is conprised of the
Directors or representatives fromMC, CCE, the various COE s,
MARCORSYSCOM and the Reserve. Throughout the year, ideas for
new courses or proposed revisions my be submtted to the Board,
and then when convened, the ideas are scrutinized. If accepted,
t he board determ nes what type of nedia best suits a particul ar
project. This list is then subnmtted to the TECOM CG for fina
approval. However, if the two units were conbined, a product
determ nati on board woul d not be necessary, as a single source

could field ideas throughout the year.

®U.S. Marine Corps, Training and Education Command (TECOM) Policy Letter 1-04,
(Quantico, 2004), 3.



Adverse Effects

One question that begs to be answered is, “Does having two
different units performthe sane mssion |lead to greater degree
of effectiveness overall and return on investnent?” Consider
the foll ow ng:

1. Cost and Tine — For a paper-based course, the

costs in developing a course are easily defined. A course team
consists of a staff NCO a project officer, the instructiona
specialist, and the editor(s). The last three work on multiple
courses at one tine. It takes approximtely nine to twelve
nmonths to design a course. Travel costs to visit the COE s
associated with the course and to conduct course validations are
m nimal, on average $3, 000-$4, 500 per course. CCE on the other
hand has nmany simlar costs, and sonme specialized ones. Two-
person teans, as previously described, typically manage nultiple
course progression and have simlar course devel opnent costs.
Where the costs differ are in the outsourcing of production.

MCI typically produces their material in-house, at a | ower cost,
whil e CCE awards their courseware devel opnent to the | owest

bi dder . Contractors are necessary due to the techni cal

conmputer skills required to develop an IM. Devel oprment tine
can take years depending on the subject natter and | evel of

difficulty or interactivity. However, the enrollnment figures



may not reflect a proper return on investnment for the costs and
time associated wth putting together a specific course.

2. Enroll ments - A true level of the return on

investnment is seen in the nunber of students enrolling in a
course. The Terrorism Awareness course will be used as an
exanple to highlight the differences between MCI and CCE. This
course is offered in every nedia currently avail abl e (paper,

web, and CD). The enrol I nent data for fiscal year 2005 on this
course was as follows: 503 CD- based, 1000 web-based, and 24309
paper - based.’ G ven the cost and time difference in devel opi ng
the different versions, the paper-based is a nore cost-effective
product .

3. Availability - According to CCE, one of the

bi ggest draws of taking a course electronically is that it is
avai l abl e, “Anytinme, Anyplace.” |In practice this is not true,
based on the fact that the student nust have access to a
conputer to utilize the course, as opposed to a paper-based
course that, once in the student’s hands, can be read easily.
Consi der Private George W Hislop, serving with the Marine

Det achnent at the U. S. Naval Radio Station, Russian |slands,

Siberia. He conpleted the Sal esmanship Course of the Publicity

"Capt. Matthew Hawkins, e-nmmil nessage to author, November 15, 2005.



Schools.® Wiile the fact that a Marine conpleted a course in a
renmote, isolated post should not conme as a surprise, the fact
that this was done in 1922 mght. MI has nmastered the
“anytinme, anyplace” for over eighty years using paper-based

correspondence cour ses.

Fixing the Problem

Di stance | earni ng cannot just be sol ely paper-based.
Students learn differently using different formats. Wile
paper - based courses nmay be the nost cost-effective delivery
system for the Marine Corps, and the easiest to use for the
student, one cannot discount the value of a properly devel oped
interactive multimedia instruction course. However, while an
el ectronic course may be the wave of the future, the paper-based
course wll never go away either. The two formats, and the
units that develop them nust cone to terms with this. The
foll owi ng are recommendations for CG TECOM First, the Coll ege
of Conti nuing Education and the Marine Corps Institute should be
organi zed under one structure, preferably MCl, for the follow ng
reasons:

1. MCl has over eighty-five years of experience in the
di stance-learning field, with policies and

8 Anonynous, “Student in Russian |slands Finishes Sal esmanship Course,”
Leat herneck (Quantico), 17 June 1922, URL: http://proquest.unm .com accessed
14 Novenber 2005.

10



procedures for researching, witing, distributing,
and evaluating already in place to acconplish the
m ssion of getting DL products to the student.

2. There would be greater unity of effort and
coordination for the devel opnent of courses. If a
course were being updated, it would be updated in
every nedia. This would ensure that the student
woul d the sane quality, up to date product no matter
what nedia used.

3. Gradi ng and pass/fail standards would be uniform
and subscri be to DETC standards.

4. Nunbering system woul d be consi stent, reducing
confusion for the end user, and reduci ng system
error. Marines need to be assured that they wll
receive the proper credit for taking a course
offered via nultiple formats.

5. Man- hour resources would be reduced and the return
on investnment would be greater

Thi s command shoul d coordinate all efforts with TECOM and
specifically with the Marine Corps University.

Second, collocate MCl and CCE at Marine Barracks,
Washi ngton. Wile it mght be of greater benefit overall for
MCI to relocate to Quantico and fall under TECOM directly, M
cannot due to the cerenonial m ssion of Mrine Barracks,
Washi ngton and the dual primary mssions with which MCl is
tasked (cerenonial hosting and distance learning). CCE is not
under simlar restraints. Their products could be devel oped

anywhere as they are outsourced.

11



Conclusion

By unifying MCl and CCE under one command, the Marine Corps
can renmedy the current disjointed conmand structure, fix its
poor unity of effort and | ack of coordination that adversely
affects Marines taking DL courses. Adopting the above
recommendations will greatly increase the effectiveness of the
Marine Corps’ DL programthat has been doing great things for
Marines for over eighty-five years. |In the end, the Mrines
wi || experience | ess confusion, and increased customer service,
and will receive a better overall product. Failure to adopt
t hese reconmendations will result in a continually fractured,
| ess effective program

Word count: 2000.
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